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REMARKS 



Applicant has carefully considered the Office Action of 
October 28. 1998 rejecting aU of the claims. The present 
response is intended to be fully responsive to all points of 
rejection raised by the Examiner and is believed to place the 
application in condition for allowance. Eavorable reconsideration 
and anoyance of the application are respectfully requested. 

The present application is the National Sta 9 e of PCT 
patent application PCT/US96/ 01 209 . The amendment i. presented in 
relation to the arrangement of the text which was originally 
filed with the PCT. not the pubiished version. and this matches 
• the Examiner's comments in para. 5 of the Office Action about 
page 7 and line numbers. The Abstract originally filed with the 
PCT application was amended to shorten its length. but rt rs 
beUeved that the original length is in accordance with US 
regulations, and this origins! Abstract is submitted herewith, to 
be entered as text on page 61. attached herewith. 

The drawing references noted by the Examiner have been 
amended' to remove inconsistencies with the text. and it is 
requested that a requirement for formal drawing corrections be 

»n indication of allowance has been 
held in abeyance until an indication 

received. ^ 4 , 24 39 and 48 have been amended. New claim 

49 has been added. Thus, claims 1-49 remain in the case. 

In a conversation with SPE Anthony Knight on April 15, 
1999 , the undersigned Applicant's attorney noted that the claim 
amendments which were submitted on March 14, 1997 in response to 
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the Written Opinion in the PCT case (Art. 34 amendments) were not 
entered into the present National Stage US application, for some 
reason . 

A copy of the published PCT application with the 
replacement pages reflecting Art. 34 amendments is attached. 

It is respectfully requested that the Examiner review 
his comments once again, after taking into account the above 
submitted claim amendments (which were submitted in the PCT per 
Art. 34), and after taking into account that the present 
application claims priority from the earlier applications listed, 
so that a uniform approach can be developed to the various claims 
presented in those prior applications and the present application. 

More specifically, it is respectfully suggested that 
the Examiner consider the need for providing a new Office Action 
taking into account the fact that the PCT patent application 
PCT/US96/01209 was filed for US purposes as a continuation-in- 
part application, and that some of the claims in the chain of 
applications recited above in the cross-reference information 
(amended text) have issued as patents. In addition, it is noted 
that the Applicant has a pending re-issue proceeding for patent 
5,324,086, under re-issue application S/N 08/936,486. 

Also attached to this response is a copy of the Art. 34 
amendments submitted on March 17, 1997, including claim 
amendments and arguments regarding cited prior art. The arguments 
are relevant to the prior art cited by the Examiner in the 
present Office action, and these arguments are repeated below. 

It is the object of the present invention to overcome 
the problems of existing products exhibiting telescopic movement, 
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and provide a system of telescopic elements for multiplying the 
effective physical work achieved by simple hand and leg 
movements r in controlling the telescopic motion of structures and 
their length. The invention can be implemented in a very large 
number of fields including cleaning systems, vacuum cleaners, 
measuring rods, tools, paint rollers, wall scrapers, mustic 
stands and instruments, parasols, shades, curtains, sailing boat 
masts, and structures such as chairs, tripods, tables, tents etc. 

As amended, independent claim 1 now includes a 
limitation indicating that the driving motion of the system is 
controllably reversible, such that both extension and retraction 
motions are under full, reversible and multipliable control of 
the mechanism. 

In addition, in claim 1, a limitation on the 
orientation of the driving motion has been clarified, to indicate 
that the driving motion is provided in a direction in. line with 
the orientation of the elements. This defines a relationship 
between the driving and driven motions, such that a linear 
driving motion provides a linear driven motion, and this is 
described as linear-to-linear motion. 

Claim 1 further includes the limitation that the 
elements are connectable to a tool or object which is to be used 
in performing some useful work, such as cleaning, painting, etc. 

Thus, as now amended, if a hand motion (as per claim 4) 
is applied to provide the driving motion between an end of either 
the first and second elements and the linking means (loop), as in 
the embodiment of Fig. 1, then one of two types of resulting 
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extension and retraction motion occurs, either as illustrated in 
Figs. 2-3, or as Figs. 5-6. The first type of motion is shown in 
Figs. 2-3 and occurs when tool 100 is held by handle 116 which is 
attached to the loop, and moved toward handle 114, so that the 

t-r. t-he drivinq motion of handle 116 with 
driven motion is counter to the driving 

respect to handle 114, and this is claimed in claim 3. 

The second type of motion is shown in Figs. 5-6 and 
occurs when tool 100 is held by handle 126 which is moved away 
from handle 124, so that the driven motion of the linking means 
(loop) is in the same direction as the driving motion of handle 
" 126 with respect to handle 124 (claim 2). 

The specification refers to this directional feature 
and its advantages in the description at page 8, last paragraph, 
beginning with the words "in this activity, the operating hand 
moves handle 116 in the opposite direction to the motion of 
segment 106, thus enabling the user to reach greater distances.." 
The other mention of the directional feature is at page 9, line 
3, where the description mentions "the device can be operated 
in the same direction as the hand motion.." The advantage of this 
operation is given at the end of the paragraph, line 11, 
describing this arrangement as "effective for working in lower 
places". A particular problem is solved by the inventive tool at 
high and low locations, and it is solved by this unique motion. 

^bilitv to control 
Thus, as now amended, the aoxnuy 

m ultiolia bl e driven .notion. in both extension and retraction 

„»e, en t, is "hat gives the present xnvention an advantage over 

other telescopic systems. 

i 4„ t?; rta 7-R there are shown 2-element 

For example, in Figs. / o, ^ ieic 
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arrangements where the driven motion is a controllably 
multipliable result of the driving motion. If the gears 142, 144 
are selected with different diameters, the motion is transferred 
according to the ratio between them. The same effect is provided 
using the toothed rail 156 with gear 142, per Fig. 9. 

Claim 49 refers to a construction such as that shown in 
Fig. 54, where a spring force reverses the driving motion. 

The Examiner has rejected independent claim 1 and the 
various groupings of dependent claims under Sec. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Pipes and White, and under Sec. 103 as being 
unpatentable over Pipes, and Pipes in view of Sandberg . 

US Patent 4,388,033 to Pipes discloses a shuttle 
assembly of elements placed alongside one another with chains 
(66) mounted on sprocket wheels (48, 49 etc.) In contrast, the 
present invention allows for telescopic motion of nested members, 
which is impossible with Pipes, since the elements and chains are 
not nested. The requirement in Pipes for wheels carrying the 
chains is not a requirement of the invention. Pipes does not lend 
itself to driving motion provided by hand, nor controllably 
reversible motion. The present invention allows connection of 
elements which move together with the the moving members, but 
Pipes does not allow connection to such elements, except the end 
shuttle which carries the load. The practical applications are 
also very different. 

Comparison of Fig. 1 of Pipes with Fig. 27b of the 
present application shows clearly the three member construction, 
and the difference in the linking means arrangements is visible. 
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A single loop is used in the present invention, while Pipes uses 
chains with double the length, to achieve motion of the elements. 

There is no disclosure in Pipes of controllably 
reversible motion in line with the orientation direction, which 
is provided by the present invention as now claimed by the 
amendments to independent claim 1. Therefore, Pipes does 
anticipate the claims under Sec. 102(b). 

As stated in the decision in In Re Marshall, 198 USPQ 
344 (1978), "To constitute an anticipation, all material elements 
recited in a claim must be found in one unit of prior art...". 
Since Pipes neither 1) identically describes the invention nor 2) 
enables one skilled in the art to practice it. Applicant deems 
the 102(b) rejection improper, and respectfully requests that it 
be withdrawn. 

US Patent 1,456,478 to White discloses a collapsible 
structure which employs an arrangement of sprocket wheels and 
chains to allow telescopic movement of a sectioned structure. 

In contrast, the present invention allows for 
telescopic motion of nested members, which is impossible with 
White, since the elements and chains are not nested. White does 
not lend itself to driving motion provided by hand, nor 
controllably reversible motion. The requirement in White for 
wheels carrying the chains is not a requirement of the invention. 

For example, Figs. 7-9 of the present application show 
a linking means without chains comprising a single, double- 
toothed sprocket wheel, which converts the driving motion to a 
driven motion. Even 76 years after White was published, the 
practical applications do not exist and are also very different 
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from those of the present invention. 

Thus r as stated above f White does not 1) identically 
describe the invention nor 2) enable one skilled in the art to 
practice it, and Applicant deems the 102(b) rejection improper, 
and respectfully requests that it be withdrawn. 

The Examiner has also cited US Patent 326 r 226 to 
Sandberg, from the year 1885 to indicate that telescopic systems 
were known in the prior art. While the general telescopic systems 
are indeed known, no invention prior to the present one has means 
for maintaining full, reversible and multipliable control of the 
extension and retraction motion. Applicant respectfully requests 
that the Examiner carefully reconsider the scope of the 
invention, as now claimed, with respect to the limited teaching 
of the Sandbery reference., 

Sandberg teaches a fire escape within which only the 
extension motion which raises the ladder is controlled, while the 
retraction motion is not controlled and is provided by gravity. 
Unlike Sandberg, the present invention allows controllable 
retraction motion, such that as shown in Figs. 5-6, the 
retraction motion produces a useful effect in sweeping. Sandberg 
cannot accomplish this as its retraction motion is gravity- 
dependent . 

Furthermore, the Sandberg reference uses a tilting 
mechanism to direct its extension motion, while the present 
invention needs no such mechanism, as illustrated, again for 
example, by the hand motion used in the sweeper of Figs. 5-6. The 
extendable elements of Sandberg can only move within one another. 
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while the present invention allows for motion of elements 
one alongside the nother, such as in the curtain opening and 
closing application, see Fig. 44b. 

The provision by the present invention of a tool 
attached to a system providing controllably reversible driving 
motion in-line with the orientation of the elements, and a 
controllably reversible driven motion, is deemed not to have been 
obvious since the teaching of Pipes, White and Sandberg do not 
disclose this, nor do they disclose a tool for performing work. 

In making the combination of references proposed by the 
Examiner, the question is raised whether the references 
themselves would suggest doing so, as stated in the decision of 
In Re Lintner (172 USPQ 560, 562, CCPA 1972): 

"In determining the propriety of the Patent Office 
case for obviousness in the first instance, it is 
necessary to ascertain whether or not the 
reference teachings would appear to be sufficient 
for one of ordinary skill in the relevant art 
having the references before him to make the 
proposed substitution, combination or other 
modification. " 

Similarly, In Re Regel (188 USPQ 136 CCPA 1975) decided 

that the question raised under Sec. 103 is whether the prior art 

taken as a whole would suggest the claimed invention to one of 

ordinary skill in the art. Accordingly, even if all the elements 

of a claim are disclosed in various prior art references, the 

claimed invention taken as a whole cannot be said to be obvious 

without some reason given in the prior art why one of ordinary 

skill would have been prompted to combine the teachings of the 

references to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Simply put, and as stated in In re Clinton (188 USPQ 
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365 CCPA 1976), "do the references themselves ... suggest doing 

what appellants have done", such that there is a requirement that 

the prior art must have made any proposed modification or changes 

in the prior art obvious to do, rather than obvious to try. 

It is respectfully put forward by Applicant that there 

is not any substantial reason to view the combination of 

references as obvious, since none of them suggests controllably 

reversible motion in-line with the member orientation, as 

provided by the invention. To say that a such a combination is 

obvious to try, as the Examiner seems to do, is one thing, but to 

recognize the above-outlined design advantages is another thing. 

Therefore, independent claim 1 is deemed to be 

* 

patentable over the prior art, and the dependent claims are 
likewise deemed patentable being based thereon. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all of 
the e-laims remaining in the application are deemed to be 
allowable. Further reconsideration and allowance of the 
application is respectfully requested at an early date. 

Re^pe^ftaful l^^smjmi tted , 

Edward Lariger ^^ttorney 
Reg. No. 30,3fe4 
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